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REMARKS 

Applicant acknowledges the Office Action of August 16, 2005. Claims 1-32 
currently stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over U.S. Patent 
5,562,169 to Barrow in view of U.S. Patent 5,462,312 to Carpenter et al 

Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection to claim 1. Claim 1 relates to a core 
barrel for retrieving soil samples and includes a locking configuration to prevent lateral 
movement of the halves relative to one another with respect to the axis of the core barrel 
and to also preclude movement of halves relative to one another in a direction 
perpendicular to a splitting plane. First, Carpenter et al is nonanalogous art to Applicant's 
split core barrel invention. M.P.E.P. § 2141.01(a) specifies that, "To rely on a reference 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103, it must be analogous prior art." To be analogous art, a "reference 
must either be in the field of applicant's endeavor or, if not, then be reasonably pertinent 
to the particular problem with which the inventor was concerned." M.P.E.P. § 2141.01(a) 
(citing In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 1446, 24 USPQ2d 1443, 1445 (Fed. Cir. 1992)). The 
tubing coupling enclosvu-e disclosed in Carpenter is a shielding for transmission lines 
extending through the coupling and is designed for splicing, repairing or accessing 
transmission lines running through a continuous length of protective tubing, wherein it is 
necessary to remove a portion of the tubing. (Column 1, lines 6-13). Clearly, the tubing 
coupling for transmission lines is in a different field of endeavor than a core barrel for 
receiving soil samples. 

Furthermore, the tubing coupling in Carpenter et al is not reasonably pertinent to 
the particular problem with which the inventor was concerned. The invention is 
concerned and related to the problem of two halves of a core barrel swelling or bowing 
apart when soil is driven into the sample barrel (Paragraph [0006]). The deformation of 
the barrel caused by the soil being driven therein can cause permanent deformation of the 
barrel halves, making it difficult to remove the drive shaft and adapter coupling 
(Paragraph [0006]). The invention is designed to constrain the split halves from moving 
with respect to one another in a direction both lateral and perpendicular to the splitting 
plane to resist permanent deformation of the sampler and increasing the useful life by 
reducing the swelling or bowing apart of the barrel halves from one another, as the 
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sampler is driven into the ground. (Paragraph [0007]). In other words, the locking 
configuration of the present invention, containing interlock tabs, prevents pressure from 
the soil in the bore of the barrel from swelling or pulling halves apart from one another 
along the length of the core barrel. (Paragraph [00054]). The subject configuration also 
allows the halves of the core barrel to be separated so that the soil sample may be readily 
accessed and obtained. (Paragraph [00055]). 

Carpenter et al is not in any way directed towards preventing two cylindrical 
halves from splitting apart from an internal pressure caused by soil driven in a bore. 
Rather, Carpenter et al is narrowly related to providing a shielding for transmission lines. 
There is no disclosure of any intemal pressure in the tubing of Carpenter. Furthermore, 
additional evidence that Carpenter et al is related to a different problem than the invention 
is that the coupling in Carpenter et al is intended to irreversibly lock the elements together 
(colxmm 2, lines 20-26) and therefore would not be suitable for retrieving a soil sample. 

Applicant further traverses the rejection to claim 1, as a prima facie case of 
obviousness has not been established, as there is no suggestion or motivation in the 
references to combine the transmission line coupling with a core barrel, as is required by 
M.P.E.P. § 2143. 

Notwithstanding the above, Applicant has amended claim 1 to further clarify the 
distinction from the coupling of Carpenter et al by reciting that the locking configuration 
is releasable. As noted above, the locking configuration in Carpenter et al is intended to 
irreversibly lock the interlocking elements together (column 2, lines 23-26). 

As claim 1 is not obvious over Barrow in view of Carpenter et al as set forth 
above, dependent claims 2-10 are also not obvious and should be allowable. 

Furthermore, Applicant further traverses claim 4, as claim 4 requires intermittent 
locking tabs (142 and 152 as shown in Figure 4). Locking configuration 42 shown in 
Carpenter et al is not intermittent and extends for the length of the coupling. 

Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection to claim 1 1 for the same reasons as 
set forth above regarding claim 1 . 

As claim 1 1 is not obvious over Barrow in view of Carpenter et al as set forth 
above, dependent claims 12-20 are also not obvious and should be allowable. 
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Applicant also further traverses claim 14 including the limitation of intermittent 
locking tabs for the same reasons as set forth above regarding claim 4. 

Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection to claim 21 for the same reasons as 
set forth above regarding claim 1 . 

As claim 21 is not obvious over Barrow in view of Carpenter et al as set forth 
above, dependent claims 22-30 are also not obvious and should be allowable. 

Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection to claim 24 including the limitation of 
intermittent locking tabs for the same reasons as set forth above regarding claim 4. 

Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection to cleiim 31 for the same reasons as 
set forth above regarding claim 1 . 

As claim 3 1 is not obvious over Barrow in view of Carpenter et al as set forth 
above, dependent claim 32 is also not obvious and should be allowable. 

Applicant considers that all issues raised in the Office Action of August 16, 2005 
have been addressed and that all claims 1-32 are in condition for allowance. Applicant 
notes that certain claims have been amended solely to advance prosecution of the subject 
application and that no admissions may be inferred therefrom. 

If necessary to effect a timely response, please consider this paper a request for any 
required extension of time, and charge any shortages in fees, or apply any overpayment 
credits, to Baker & Daniels LLP's Deposit Account No. 02-0387 (75971.24). However, 
please do not include the payment of issue fees. 
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